Spatial variation in predation risk generates a 'landscape of fear', with prey animals modifying their distribution and behaviour in response to this variable predation risk. In systems comprising multiple predators and prey species, a key challenge is distinguishing the independent effects of different predator guilds on prey responses. We exploited the acoustically distinct alarm calls of samango monkeys, Cercopithecus mitis erythrarchus, to create a predator-specific landscape of fear from eagles to assess its impact on space use within mixed regressiveespatial regressive models incorporating data on resource distribution and structural characteristics of the environment. The landscape of fear from eagles was the most significant determinant of samango range use, with no effect of resource availability. The monkeys also selected areas of their range with higher canopies and higher understory visibility, behaviour consistent with further minimizing risk of predation. These results contrast with those of vervet monkeys, Chlorocebus aethiops pygerythrus, at the same site for which the landscapes of fear from leopards and baboons were the most significant determinants of space use. While highlighting that predation risk is a key driver of primate behaviour in this population, the landscapes of fear experienced by samango monkeys and vervet monkeys appear to differ despite exposure to identical predator guilds. This emphasizes the importance of distinguishing between the risk effects of different predators in understanding prey ecology, but also that closely related prey species may respond to these predator-specific risks in different ways. Ó
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Predation is a major selective force driving animal evolution (Dawkins & Krebs, 1979) with almost all animal species engaged in some form of predatoreprey interaction (Abrams, 2000) . Understanding how animals manage the risk of predation is thus a central issue in behavioural ecology (Quinn & Cresswell, 2004) . Predation imposes two costs on prey individuals: the direct fitness costs of mortality resulting from successful predation and the indirect costs of employing behaviours to reduce mortality risks. These nonlethal effects of predators appear to affect almost every aspect of prey behaviour and ecology (Caro, 2005; Lima, 1998; Werner & Peacor, 2006) . Nevertheless, these risk effects are among the most difficult to quantify (Creel & Christianson, 2008; Creel, Winnie, Christianson, & Liley, 2008; Hill & Dunbar, 1998) .
Spatial variation in risk is a key driver of nonlethal predation effects (Cresswell & Quinn, 2013) , primarily because of the constraints this places on foraging behaviour and the subsequent impact this has on competitive and trophic interactions (Creel, Christianson, Liley, & Winnie, 2007; Minderman, Lind, & Cresswell, 2006; Peckarsky & McIntosh, 1998; Willems & Hill, 2009) . Spatial variation in perceived predation risk has often been conceptualized as a 'landscape of fear ' (Brown & Kotler, 2004; Brown, Laundre, & Gurung, 1999; Laundré, Hernandez, & Altendorf, 2001) , with approaches such as giving-up densities quantifying the trade-offs animals make between nutrient acquisition and the costs of predation (Brown, 1988) . One of the challenges though is that these methods do not strictly measure perceived predation risk (Searle, Stokes, & Gordon, 2008) and in multipredator environments they do not convey information on the impact of different predators on the behavioural responses of prey species. This latter issue is critical, since when prey are subject to attack from several predators that present different types of risk, the appropriate antipredator responses differ between predator guilds (Cresswell & Quinn, 2013; Preisser, Orrock, & Schmitz, 2007; Shultz, Noe, McGraw, & Dunbar, 2004; Willems & Hill, 2009) . As a consequence, to understand how prey manage the risk of predation within their environment, the risk of predation from each predator guild must be quantified independently. Nevertheless, there is a significant body of evidence to suggest that animals trade food availability against predation risk in habitat choice (Cowlishaw, 
